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Background: The widespread and diverse models of professional standards for teaching raise
questions with respect to the need to provide teachers with a pathway for continuing professional
development balanced with the public nature of surveillance and accountability that may
accompany standards. Ways of understanding technologies of power in relation to standards for
teaching gives us a new language and, in turn, new questions about the standards agenda in the
physical education profession.
Purpose: To analyse how one health and physical education (HPE) teacher worked with Education
Queensland’s (EQ) professional standards for teaching within the broader context of teacher
professional development and renewal.
Participants and setting: An experienced HPE teacher working in an urban secondary school was the
‘case’ for this article. Tim was the only experienced HPE teacher within the larger pilot study of 220
selected teachers from the volunteer pool across the state.
Data collection: The case-study data comprised two in-depth interviews conducted by the first
author, field notes from workshops (first author), teacher diaries and work samples, notes from
focus groups of which Tim was a member, and electronic communications with peers by Tim
during the course of the evaluation.
Findings: Tim was supportive of the teaching standards while they did not have a strong evaluative
dimension associated with technologies of power. He found the self-regulation associated with his
reflective practices professionally rewarding rather than being formalised within a prescribed
professional development framework.
Conclusion: Tim’s positive response to the professional standards for teaching was typical of the
broader pilot cohort. The concept of governmentality provided a useful framework to help map
how the standards for teaching were received, regardless of teacher specialisation or experience.
We suggest that it is not until the standards regimes are talked about within the discourses of
power (e.g. codification for career progression, certification for professional development
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imperatives) that we can understand patterns of acceptance and resistance by teachers to policies
that seek to shape their performance.
Introduction
Internationally, education is challenged by recruiting high-quality candidates to the
teaching profession, educating them to cope with complex and ever-changing
content and pedagogies, and monitoring and supporting the practices of those
within the profession to achieve optimal student outcomes (Australian Council of
Deans of Education, 2004). Much of this effort is now framed by the discourses of
‘standards’. In drawing on different definitions of standards, Beyer (2002) suggests
that the standards movement acts as both an authoritative marker and a rallying
point for the teaching profession. As with others (e.g. Smyth et al., 2000), Beyer is
wary of the standards movement’s potential to position teaching as a technical-
rational endeavour that ‘largely ignores social, political, and philosophical under-
standings’ (p. 305). Proponents of standards talk in terms of ‘cement that binds the
profession together’ (Morris, 2003, p. 16) and helping ‘to make the knowledge and
capabilities explicit—not only to professional colleagues but also to students,
parents and the wider community’ (Department of Education, Science and Training,
2003, p. 4).
These key regulatory mechanisms for teachers, typically framed as ‘competencies’
or ‘standards’, have been differentially defined across jurisdictions such that their
meaning and purpose can vary from systems of inspection and appraisal to a vali-
dation of professional autonomy and a vehicle through which teachers can create
professional communities and extend their learning. Thus, within the broader discus-
sion of teachers’ career-long development, standards can provide directions and mile-
stones, an infrastructure for professional learning, incentives and recognition, and
professional certification (Ingvarson, 1999). More specifically, standards for teachers’
practices can be the ‘goalposts’ within which continuing professional development
(CPD) might be targeted (e.g. Purdon, 2003), and the introduction to the standards
can be a professional development experience in itself.
The goal of regulating teachers’ work is not new. Standards are a more recent mani-
festation of the control regimes or governmentalities that overlay the so-called ‘New
Labour’ process of teaching, a process considered to position teachers as collaborative
knowledge workers (Australian Council of Deans of Education, 2004). In this article
we give a brief overview of the ways in which authorities have sought to control tea-
chers and their work, suggesting that more recently the emphasis has shifted from per-
sonal reflection as a professional responsibility (technology of self) to more public
performances in line with demonstrable standards and professional development
milestones (technology of power).
We then introduce snapshots of standards initiatives in the UK, the USA and
Australia, followed by an evaluation of professional standards for teachers in Queens-
land from the perspective of Tim, a health and physical education (HPE) teacher.
Tim was an experienced HPE secondary specialist who had been involved in the
evaluation of the pilot project. As a professionally active HPE teacher who had
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worked in a number of school contexts, Tim provided us with insights into how he
perceived and worked with the standards in an effort to develop his practices.
The next section elaborates on the poststructuralist concepts of governmentality
and performativity as ways of understanding and analysing power and control in
relation to different systems of standards, before looking at standards frameworks
and the HPE case study.
Technologies of power and technologies of self
To date, the commentary on professional standards has largely documented, though
not theorised, the debates, initiatives and power relationships associated with their
design and use. Here we argue that the discourses of standards and the power relation-
ships that they entail can be understood through a Foucauldian lens. More specifically
we argue that Foucault’s technologies of self and power provide a theoretical
framework that may act as a heuristic through which to examine different models of
standards for teaching and their potential impact on all phases of career-long
professional development and learning.
Teachers occupy contradictory positions within discourses of marketisation, de-
professionalisation, increased accountability and intensification on the one hand
and collaboration, community and civility on the other (Hargreaves, 2003). Likewise,
teachers are variously positioned in discourses of school-based decision-making,
collaboration and leadership on the one hand, and more centralised accountability
and control mechanisms such as teaching standards, core curricula and centralised
testing on the other. Smyth et al. (2000) argue that there are layers of regulation in
many aspects of teachers’ work: ‘Some control regimes have served to partially
deskill teachers’ work, while at other times control has operated more subtly and
allowed teachers a greater measure of control over their work’ (p. 39). Foucault’s
(1983) concept of governmentality and Lyotard’s later (1986) description of
performativity allow us to talk about how teachers’ work has always been controlled
and, more recently, has taken on a more overt performative dimension, as seen in
continuing professional development (CPD) frameworks and their associated
standards.
Governmentality suggests ‘a focus on the techniques of the self as well as the
institutional technologies that perpetrate the art of government in ways that make it
acceptable to the populace’ (Popkewitz & Brennan, 1998, p. 21). Where the
subject (e.g. the teacher) governs the subject (him- or herself) in a reflective manage-
ment cycle, Foucault (1990, p. 18) refers to ‘technologies of self ’, in which individuals
‘effect a certain number of operations on their own bodies and souls, thoughts,
conduct and way of being, so as to transform themselves in order to attain a certain
state of happiness, purity, wisdom’. ‘Technologies of power’ determine the conduct
of individuals, in this case teachers, and submit them to certain ends or domination
(Schaafsma, 1998, p. 257). Within this latter process, the ‘teacher’ becomes con-
structed through accountability regimes and their practices, and in turn bodies are
codified and routinised in appropriate ways, through, for example, CPD targets or
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expectations. Foucault (1983) uses the example of the queen bumblebee, which rules
the hive but does not need a sting to reinforce particular power relationships. These
different clusters of technologies or forms of governmentality are constantly in dialo-
gue or tension with each other, such as when teachers ‘voluntarily’ or legislatively
engage in CPD activities to meet professional standards.
Foucault’s techniques of power that serve to govern have been used by educational
researchers (e.g. Gore, 1998) to explain the micro-functioning of power relations.
These techniques include:
1. Surveillance. This ‘involves closely observing, watching, threatening to watch, or
expecting to be watched. . .. Surveillance singles out individuals, regulates beha-
viour, and enables comparisons to be made’ (Gore, 1998, pp. 235–236). Using
the example of the Panopticon, Foucault (1977) uses surveillance to explain the
power of the gaze (e.g. Webb et al., 2004).
2. Normalisation. This refers to defining the normal through reference to standards of
behaviour, attitudes or knowledge that render the body/teacher docile or ‘right’ in
their performance or practices (e.g. Shildrick, 1997; Wright, 2000).
3. Exclusion. This is closely linked to normalisation, and occurs where a person/
teacher fails to exhibit normalised practices and is marginalised (Gore, 1998).
4. Classification. This is a technique of power based upon differentiating groups or
individuals from one another (e.g. those who have or have not fulfilled
professional expectations or demonstrable practices). Foucault (1977) refers to
it as ‘branding’.
5. Individualisation. This suggests giving a character to oneself (Gore, 1998), such as
a teacher reflecting, ‘I am the type of teacher who always takes up CPD
opportunities’.
6. Totalisation. In contrast to individualisation, this suggests the specification of
collectives or ‘giving collective character’ (Gore, 1998, p. 242), as might occur
when ‘they’, the teachers, are positioned by the public as having long holidays.
7. Regulation. This is an outcome of the preceding techniques of power. However,
regulation may refer more specifically to ‘the capillary functioning of power’
(Foucault, 1977, p. 198) in the detail of everyday life shaped by rules, restrictions,
sanctions, rewards and punishments (Gore, 1998) that can come from compliance
or noncompliance with professional standards and expectations.
These techniques of power are manifested in shifting and unstable combinations
across time and contexts.
Until approximately the 1990s, teacher governance relied upon technologies of the
self to regulate teachers’ teaching practices and commitment to professional develop-
ment. This form of site-based governmentality has required the self-disciplined
teacher to engage in reflective practice on behalf of her or his students and education
systems. More recently, the nature of governmentality has shifted as education
systems have sought to describe, observe, measure and report upon teachers’ work
aligned with professional standards and CPD. Self-governance (technologies of
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self) has become supplemented by accountability technologies (i.e. technologies of
power such as normalisation, classification and exclusion), in line with performative
criteria (Smart, 1992, p. 174) associated with the meeting of standards and CPD
targets.
Performativity provides a concept useful for discussing teachers’ practices within a
managerialist culture that prizes efficient and compliant performance (see Lyotard,
1986). Performativity is the embodiment of technologies of power (Usher &
Edwards, 1994). Observable action, skilled performance and certification have
become valued in the demonstration of efficient and competent practice, particularly
for HPE teachers, whose work can be highly visible in semi-public spaces such as
fields and gymnasiums (see Macdonald & Kirk, 1996). Within an analysis of teaching
standards and CPD, performativity is a marker of n9a85 Tm
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By the mid- to late 1990s in Australia, the UK and the USA, there was a shift from
the discourses of competencies to that of standards. As explained by Reynolds (1999),
the concept of standards still aims to make the basis for accreditation of practice and
CPD requirements transparent, but it is a broader concept than competencies as it
includes a range of factors such as knowledge, values and attitudes. Further, stan-
dards could refocus educators on issues of teachers’ processes, purposes and efforts
rather than outcomes alone. A key question associated with an analysis of the stan-
dards discourse is the degree to which it extends beyond what can be seen as a
narrow form of normalising (i.e. compliance), to a broader form of classification
that defines in publicly acceptable ways the complex nature of teachers’ learning
and work.
TheUSA’s National Board for Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS) provides
standards for what accomplished teachers should know and be able to do in order to
improve student learning (NBPTS, 2000). Standards are available both across subject
areas such as Physical Education, Science and Music, and within subject areas, by
student level (e.g. Early and Middle Childhood; Early Adolescence through Young
Adulthood). The process of becoming a certified teacher involves paying an assess-
ment fee; preparing a portfolio of student work, videotapes, and reflections and
justifications; and completing tasks (e.g. describing instructional experiences, demon-
strating content knowledge) under test conditions at an assessment centre. Successful
candidates receive National Board certification for 10 years. Certification by the
NBPTS is voluntary but for many teachers in the USA there are also extrinsic
‘rewards’ for successful candidates, varying from their employing authorities paying
their certification fees to salary bonuses. The thrust of the NBPTS is clearly upon
self-assessment and self-renewal of knowledge and practices, positing the responsibil-
ity for ‘governing’ with the individual teacher while at the same time using performa-
tive mechanisms of public submissions and appraisals as evidence of expertise and
commitment to career development
Advocates of the US system (Buss, 2000; Kelly, 2000) argue that it provides an
avenue for teachers to reclaim their profession. There has been a similar position
taken in Australia over a number of years (e.g. Louden, 2000; Kennedy, 1993).
Those familiar with the US process also acknowledge that it is a meaningful form
of professional development for individual teachers and their peers who support
them through the process. In terms of broader impact, it has served to boost the
status of teaching in the community, and research conducted by the University of
North Carolina at Greensboro has found a correlation between National Board
certified teachers and improved student performance. For example, there is some
evidence that the NBPTS certification process is linked to improved professional
practice for accomplished teachers, and that the Interstate New Teacher Assessment
and Support Consortium (INTASC) licensing process is similarly linked for begin-
ning teachers (Darling-Hammond, 2001). However, Burroughs (2001) asserts that
the NBPTS certification may be as much an evaluation of a teacher’s writing about
his or her teaching as it is an evaluation of the teaching itself. In addition, Serafini
(2002) suggests that the NBPTS certification process may create a hierarchy within
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the teaching profession that will establish one legitimate style of teaching over other
styles, acting as a normative force rather than an avenue for diversity. Other observers
are concerned that white teachers who teach in suburban schools seem to be most
successful in gaining certification through the NBPTS process (Burroughs, 2001).
In the UK the Teachers’ Standards Framework aims to help teachers identify their
professional learning and development needs (Department of Education and Skills,
2002). Its 10 dimensions of teaching and leadership have iterations for different
career phases (e.g. newly qualified teachers, induction, advanced skills teacher;
student leader). The Standards Framework is again voluntary but with a stronger
focus than in the USA on professional development, with the standards embedded
in a complex CPD resource. In the early days of the standards debate, Shenton and
Murdoch (1996) were optimistic about the positive impact an integrated system of
standards could have on initial teacher education, with the coordination of learning
across universities and schools. However, as outlined by Armour and Yelling
(2004), the quality of CPD available for physical educators is weak (i.e. fragmented,
one-off experiences) when compared to effective CPD practices that are typified by
reflective, school-based tasks, collaborative professional learning, and orientation
towards enhanced student learning. In the Scottish context Purdon (2003)
concurs, arguing that the standards and associated CPD frameworks have been a
case of ‘continuing policy dominance’ with a lack of consultation with, and relevance
to, the profession.
In Australia the current efforts to develop teaching standards have built on the
Senate Employment, Education and Training References Committee’s (1998)
inquiry into the status of the teaching profession, which recommends that a:
national body will . . . establish standards of professional practice which take into account
what teachers should be expected to know and be able to do in order to facilitate student
learning across the key learning areas. (p. ix)
At present, there are several initiatives at the state or territory level for all teachers and
at the national level for different subject areas (see Louden, 2000; Sachs, 2003;Mayer
et al., 2005), which now fall under an umbrella National Framework for Professional
Standards for Teaching. The framework argues that all sets of Australian standards for
teaching should address career stages (e.g. graduation, accomplishment and
leadership) and professional elements (e.g. knowledge, practice, values and relation-
ships) in ways that encourage and recognise continuous professional learning. The
document also makes clear that in line with the spirit of professionalism associated
with the standards, they should not be used for ‘punitive’ purposes. Within this
national context, the state Department of Education in Queensland developed its
Professional Standards for Teachers (PST) through a process of piloting and revision
outlined below.
Queensland’s Professional Standards for Teachers
Queensland’s PST presents a pilot regulatory framework for professional teaching
practices. The PSTwas created by the state’s largest employing authority, Education
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Queensland (2002), in collaboration with professional and union groups. The
authors1 were part of an evaluation team contracted by Education Queensland
(EQ), whose brief it was to establish the efficacy of the standards as a reflective frame-
work and medium for the focus of continuous learning alone and in professional
communities.
The 12 PST standards aimed to describe the knowledge, skills and abilities that
teachers demonstrate in providing relevant and worthwhile learning experiences for
individuals and groups of students. More specifically, they sought to define work in
Queensland government schools and provide a framework for individuals, teams
and networks of teachers to:
. Reflect on, talk about and review teaching practice;
. Formulate goals to strengthen practice;
. Establish personal professional learning plans;
. Monitor the achievement of their goals.
The 12 standards range from classroom-based practices through to broader aspects
of teachers’ work (see Figure 1). Thus, at the point of the pilot evaluation upon which
Figure 1. Education Queensland’s 12 professional standards for teachers
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this article draws, the language associated with the implementation of the standards
had a strong focus on self-regulation. Teachers were advised to use the standards to
reflect on practice, formulate goals and monitor their own achievements. Unlike
other standards described earlier, these were for use by all the teachers in the pilot
evaluation, regardless of their area of specialisation, level of teaching or years of
experience.
There were 220 volunteer teachers in the pilot evaluation, drawn from a cross-
section of schooling levels, subject area and years of teaching experience (Mayer
et al., 2002). Tim, as the experienced secondary HPE specialist in the pilot cohort,
agreed to become a case study, having been encouraged by the Australian Council
for Health, Physical Education and Recreation (ACHPER) to join the pilot. Tim
had 16 years of teaching experience in secondary HPE in rural, regional and urban
state secondary schools and he was teaching in a well-established urban state second-
ary school at the time of the pilot. He agreed to volunteer to join the pilot because the
draft PSTon an education website interested him, although he ‘didn’t have any expec-
tations coming into the project’. As an experienced teacher and graduate of The
University of Queensland (UQ), he was a regular supervisor of practicum students
from UQ and therefore known to the first author. Tim considered himself a com-
mitted teacher, school sport coordinator and year level coordinator who, in his
current school, had been an early innovator in a number of curriculum renewal
projects. His case provides the state’s HPE profession with insights into a male
HPE teacher’s CPD experience as part of the larger pilot cohort (Stake, 1995).
The PST pilot spanned six months and comprised:
. Immersion workshop: a three-day workshop exploring the PST and the concepts of
critical reflection and networked learning communities.
. Supported reflective practice: ‘field-testing’ the standards; designing participants’ pre-
ferred models of reflection and networking; and engaging in discussion with a range
of colleagues.
. Professional pathways: identifying strengths and learning and developmental goals;
locating and taking up relevant learning and development opportunities and
resources to meet these goals.
. Responsive practice: contributing to the refinement and revision of the framework;
informing models of effective engagement with the standards; and sharing effective
practice models of reflection and discussion on teaching and learning.
Following the immersion workshop and a commitment to work with the PST fra-
mework, the formal commitment of the pilot cohort of teachers involved agreeing to
complete two surveys and attend a mid-trial dinner meeting. Other data collection
methods in the evaluation included evaluators’ field notes of the workshop and
school visits, monitoring of electronic teacher communities, focus group interviews
and in-depth interviews with key informants. The data set for Tim comprised field
notes, two in-depth interviews, his electronic communication record, his comments
within focus groups and his reflective diary. Tim’s data set was analysed in two
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cycles, the first from an interpretive perspective to map how Tim engaged with
the standards, and the second from a Foucauldian perspective to appraise what
technologies drove his engagement (Scheurich, 1997).
Support for the pilot teachers varied according to their context but included, at the
least, Blackboard (online discussion) groups and ready communication with a coor-
dinator in EQ. The online chatrooms were intended to act as professional learning
communities in which teachers worked collaboratively and openly on issues relevant
to their teaching contexts (e.g. Lieberman & Miller, 1999). Louis et al. (1996) in the
USA, and more recently in the Queensland context Hayes et al. (2006), have argued
that professional communities for teachers’ learning can significantly improve the
quality of teachers’ school life and teachers’ sense of responsibility for students’ learn-
ing. As will be discussed in the next section, when Tim tried to engage his colleagues
in online communication he had limited success and used a critical friend to assist him
to engage in this professional development experience.
Working with standards and professional learning communities
Without an evaluative dimension (appraisal, testing or certification), the standards
provided a focus for Tim and his pilot cohort to convey (totalise) the complexity
and value of their work. The standards provided Tim with an accessible language
to reflect and then converse with colleagues, administrators, and parents about the
intricacies of his work. Tim valued the standards framework and the CPD that
came with them as a stimulus to pause and reflect because ‘education is just like a
train station . . . it is very, very busy . . . and you need to stop, reflect (and ask),
“what are we doing? What can we do better?”’. As suggested by Yinger and
Hendricks-Lee (2000):
Research and knowledge-based standards can convey the professional qualifications of
teachers by creating a shared and public language of practice that not only describes
how knowledge is used in practice but also becomes a vehicle for testing and elaborating
the components of professional activity. Standards, when used in this manner by a devel-
oping profession, thus become a means to development and empowerment, not merely a
means of external control. (p. 94)
Tim considered the initial immersion workshop the most satisfying CPD experience
in which he had been involved.
My experience of the workshop was very positive . . . just having a group of both primary
and secondary teachers spending time to pause and reflect on their practice was very
positive to me. I don’t know if the word ‘Nirvana’ is it . . . but I thought it was excellent
and in particular one of the activities that we did where the teachers were graded from
first year experience [onwards] where we reflected on what were the things that were
relevant to us in those days [when we started teaching].
Although Tim found the personal and collegial reflection stimulating, he also recog-
nised that the PST could become a more overt instrument of governmentality.
So my experience within the Department of many years of teaching is that something like
this can be used for positive and negative aspects depending on what the real push behind
such a framework is.
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Tim used phrases such as ‘in what hands and for what use’ and ‘depending on who
is taking it’, referring to the trust he had in the current application of the standards but
also to his caution about techniques of power that could potentially be manifest in
standards implementation.
The pilot teachers were given no direction on how they were to professionally
develop using the PST. With no basis upon which to make a normalising judgement,
and hence an employer-imposed form of exclusion and distribution, Tim enjoyed the
freedom to work with the standards in ways that interested him. As with most of the
pilot teachers, Tim was attracted to working with the standards that resonated most
closely with his current teaching priorities: Standard 4 (‘Learning experiences
connect with the world beyond school’) and Standard 12 (‘Commit to professional
practice’). For example, with Standard 4, Tim explored in some depth how he
could better use guest speakers from health-related organisations in the classroom,
and frame students’ field trips for a greater educational impact. Four months after
the immersion workshop Tim had incorporated Standard 8 (supporting the social
development and participation of young people) into his reflections and extended
practice, looking at ‘the support of students outside the classroom, their welfare . . .
and I find that maps very well with my role as Year 11 coordinator’.
At the conclusion of the pilot evaluation, Tim remained supportive of the generic
standards, although he identified one weakness: the extent to which they addressed
the co-curricular responsibilities of the physical educator (e.g. outdoor education
camps, intra- and inter-school sport). This raises a question about the degree to
which particular sub-groups of teachers seek to classify their work and differentiate
their practices in the process of claiming professional space in the standards discourse.
Some pilot teachers approached the standards as an opportunity to demonstrate the
quality of their work to their heads of department, principals and potential employers,
and in promotion applications. Tim talked about Standard 12 in relation to an aca-
demic article he presented at a regional sports conference and the career satisfaction
that this new professional engagement brought him. For this, ‘he had to be pushed’
but got ‘a lot of personal satisfaction’ from the conference presentation.
Tim chose to discuss his mapping of practices against some of the standards with
another experienced teacher in his school who acted as his ‘critical friend’. Tim’s
comment that ‘She’s going to keep me on task and we are going to meet regularly’
suggests that he was choosing to introduce someone into his PST experience to
complement the technologies of self that he employed, such as journal-keeping.
I thought a journal, some sort of journal and make entries . . . to discuss and reflect on
what I am doing with [the standards]. My critical friend said that was fine. She is a
real bugger about what I am going to put in . . . she is after more depth. She is really
good at pulling things apart and trying to get a little bit more . . . . There might be a lot
of work in this and I can see it going up and down in bursts.
As the pilot progressed, Tim became uneasy with the freedom he had with the
standards, unsure how he should:
collate or record my experiences. That seems to be very open at the moment. . .. So I
don’t know if I’m doing this correctly or not . . . . Because it hasn’t been formalised
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and no-one has told us anything yet. . .. It is very easy [for] people to go through this and
just pay lip service to it.
He found the electronic chatroom useful to provide a reference for the scope of
practices:
Blackboard . . . I find a very good tool. I’ve looked at some of what people have put on
there, their models they’ve used for reflection . . . I find that a useful resource in trying
to communicate and talk to people.
It was also a medium through which the relationships in the original immersion work-
shop could be maintained, ‘giving it more longevity than perhaps other seminars I
have been to’.
The other big plus that I can see is the support for connectiveness is continuous; it’s not
just combine three days [with] a lot of seminars and professional development and you go
in, you dip in, you dip out and then you put away a nice folder you are given—you put it
on the shelf.
In addition to the electronic chatrooms, the pilot teachers were also clustered into
diverse, smaller professional learning communities, with the aim of establishing
regular discussion and collaboration. Such inter-disciplinary grouping has been advo-
cated in the professional learning community literature (Louis, 2006). Tim was voted
the leader of his group: ‘Fringe Dwellers is what we are called. A very diverse group
I’m glad to say. We have sort of come up with some rules about talking twice every
second week’. However, email communication within the group was minimal and
Tim moved outside his designated group to develop online communication.
I went on the chat line last night but I was the only person. . .. Generally everyone is busy
and they just sort of haven’t done anything but one of the main pushes for having this
group was to push people on and say, ‘Look we have to check on each other; you have
to be doing something’.
Again, Timwas looking for some ‘external’ accountability for his engagement with the
PST; the need to ‘check on each other’ was important to him. However, he felt the
intensification of teachers’ work and mastering aspects of Blackboard may have
been disincentives. Despite this, he could:
really see the big plus for this is the ongoing support, either electronic, the internet sites
and the availability to communicate are excellent and I just had something . . . commu-
nicated to me about a dinner. . .. That’s great because other in-services that I have
been to before are fairly isolated, you go to the actual in-service and you don’t hear of
it again.
Tim’s criticism of stand-alone CPD workshops was consistent with literature of best
practice for CPD (e.g. Louis, 2006).
Discussion and conclusion
The Queensland pilot of PSTwas one of volunteerism, professional judgement, inde-
pendence and choice that relied more on past traditions of personal, professional
reflection and the associated technologies of self than on public, performative prac-
tices (Macdonald & Tinning, 2003). It was in this context that this experienced
242 D. Macdonald et al.
HPE teacher felt most comfortable. As such, he was on the threshold of participating
in professional learning communities, which we (Mayer et al., 2005) and others (e.g.
Armour & Yelling, 2004; Hayes et al., 2006; Louis, 2006) have argued are pivotal to
teachers’ professional learning and development. With the advent of subject-based
standards in many jurisdictions, it is interesting to note the satisfaction that Tim
had in working with generic standards and teachers as a community, regardless of
their teaching level, experience or subject specialisations.
Insights from the pilot help to isolate the potentially problematic issues of standards
for teachers and teaching. In Queensland, with standards being in their pilot phase,
performativity was de-emphasised, relying more on techniques such as reflection, dia-
rising and personal planning and goal-setting, although Tim was aware that the pilot
was perhaps another step towards external technologies of power being potentially
exerted through compulsory engagement with standards as CPD. Lovat (2003,
p. 17) captures much of the debate about power and ownership in the following
quotation:
Unless teachers themselves develop a sense of the importance of standards, and indeed
come to play an active part in their development, even the best enunciated standards
will fail to play any real part in the life of the profession. They will come to be regarded
as the rules of a foreign order. Worse still, if these rules come to be seen as exclusively
geared towards a disciplining of the profession, they will be rejected and undermined,
and so achieve nothing of lasting value to the profession.
Lovat (2003), like others (e.g. Beyer, 2002; Purdon, 2003), urges that teachers have
a strong voice in the technologies of power surrounding their professional learning
rather than being subjected to the rules imposed by a bureaucracy or the state.
What perhaps is missing from these critiques is the recognition that what is being
correspondingly argued for is the centrality of technologies of self; different forms
of governmentalities that are taken up differently by individuals. Tim constantly
wondered, ‘Am I doing this correctly?’ as he sought feedback and confirmation on
his individual CPD initiatives through a critical friend and electronic discussions. It
is important to recognise that governmentality is as much about what we do to our-
selves as what is done to us (Danaher et al., 2000).
Nevertheless Tim, like the majority of his pilot colleagues, was ambivalent on issues
surrounding future appraisal and recognition systems associated with the PST. He
was equivocal about the subsequent EQ phase for codification and appraisal,
sensing a normalisation regime would undermine the goals of a burgeoning pro-
fessional learning community. Any ensuing promotions (classifications and distri-
butions) and rewards (and thereby exclusions) were seen by Tim to be introducing
aspects of governmentality and performativity that were potentially repressive and dis-
empowering. In contrast to Tim, others in the pilot saw this as a necessary step to
‘weed out dead wood’, and the techniques of power associated with the standards
were productive for them. However, supporting Foucault’s (1997) arguments about
effective power, Tim was generally more comfortable with standards being used as
a carrot (e.g. promotion, recognition) than a stick (e.g. compulsory appraisal).
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Ways of understanding technologies of power in relation to standards for teaching
give us a new language and, in turn, new questions about the standards and the CPD
agenda in the physical education profession. For example, they open up questions
such as:
. Should self-surveillance be central to CPD initiatives or should there be more
public and codified forms of accountability?
. Should classification be central to standards frameworks and the CPD with which
they are associated? If so, what bodies should be responsible for it?
This Australian case study of a CPD experience surrounding the introduction of
standards for teaching presented a generative and professionally rewarding engage-
ment for teachers. The standards themselves gave Tim the opportunity to reflect
upon, validate and extend his teaching practices. The pilot process was particularly
valued as it promoted collegiality across a diverse cohort of teachers and had
inbuilt mechanisms to promote ongoing support after the initial face-to-face intro-
ductory workshop. However, we suggest that it is not until the professional develop-
ment regimes, such as standards frameworks, are talked about within the discourses of
power that their effects on teachers’ sense of commitment and satisfaction becomes
better understood.
Note
1. Jane Mitchell and Diana Mayer were previously at The University of Queensland, where this
work was undertaken.
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